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Claims 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first and second paragraphs. The scope of 
the "sub-array" is unclear because these claims appear to contradict claim 1 which has the "same sub- 
array being coated with a same interference filter". These claims do not agree with Figure 2C which 
shows three different "interference filters" for three "sub-arrays" with three groups of regions IR, 
IG, IB. So one "sub-array" IR would be sensitive to red; one "sub-array" IG would be sensitive 
to green; one "sub-array" IB would be sensitive to blue. See specification, page 3. 

The claims are considered insofar as a possible scope is understandable. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless ~ 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed pubhcation in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the apphcant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an apphcation for patent by another filed in the United States 
before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who has fulfilled 
the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention thereof by the 
apphcant for patent. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentabihty shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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Claims 1-6, 8, 12-15, 17 and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over 
Koike et al. See Figure 2, column 4, lines 4-7, 46-52. Since Koike et al ( column 4, lines 4-7, 46-52) 
teach to have conductive films fixed to a predetermined voltage which may be ground potential, it 
would have been obvious to have the substrate 1 at ground potential and the conductive film 
electrodes 13 (Figure 2) either connected to the substrate 1 or via a fixed potential (claim 2). The 
"interference filter" insofar as claimed reads on "silicon oxide" layer 12R, 12G, 12B and "poly silicon" 
layer 13. The claims remain broad in scope. The different thickness of insulating layers (claims 28- 
30) in Figure 2C of this application are shown by different thickness of insulating layers in Figure 2 
of Koike et al. 

Claims 1, 4, 6, 12, 13 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 as unpatentable as shown by 
Nagasaki et al. See Figures 1, 3. A "photodiode" made of a "region" (claim 1) and "region" (claims 
12, 17) read on region 2; the "interference filter" insofar as claimed reads on "insulating" layer 4 and 
"conductive" layer 9 or 21. The claims remain broad in scope. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 as unpatentable as shown by Baji et al or Merrill 
et al '683 or Merrill '282 or Merrill '744. See Figure 3 of Baji et al; Figure 1 of Merrill et al '683; 
Figures 3 A, 5 of Merrill '282; Figures 3, 5 of Merrill '744. In Figure 3 of this application, photodiode 
corresponds to photodiode 1 of Baji et al, photodiode region 18 of Merrill et al '683, photodiode 
301 of Merrill '282, photodiode dl of Merrill '744; "precharge" transistor P-j corresponds to 
transistor 24 of Baji et al, transistor 20 of Merrill et al '683, transistor 302 of Merrill '282, transistor 
ml of Merrill '744; "amplifying" transistor T^j corresponds to transistor 20 of Baji et al, transistor 22 
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of MerriU et al '683, transistor 303 of Merrill '282, transistor m2 of Merrill '744; "reference" voltage 
VR corresponds to positive voltage supply 25 of Baji et al, voltage VCC of Merrill et al '683, voltage 
Vcc of Merrill '282, voltage Vcc of Merrill '744; "row" line corresponds to line 26 of Baji et al, 
RSTl line of Merrill et al '683, RESET line 92 of Merrill '282, reset line 20 of Merrill '744; "column" 
line Cj corresponds to the column at 30 of Baji et al, a column line connected to an amplifier 14 of 
Merrill et al '683, a column line 90(1) of Merrill '282, line 40 of Merrill '744. 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over Koike et al, as in the above 
rejection, considered together with Merrill '744. It would have been obvious to have photodiodes 
as in Koike et al (Figure 2), in a well region as suggested by Merrill (Figure 7) with a "base substrate" 
similar to region 50 of Merrill, in order to provide isolation for the photodiodes. 

Claims 1 1 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over Koike et al, as in the 
above rejection of claim 17, further considered together with Nagano. For a connection of an 
electrode as in Koike et al (Figure 2) to a substrate, it would have been obvious to use a "heavily" 
doped region, as in Nagano (Figure 3, region 5a), in order to provide a low resistance ohmic contact 
region for the connection. 

Claims 11 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over Nagasaki et al, as 
in the above rejection of claim 17, considered together with Nagano, applied as in the above rejection. 

Claims 12, 17, 18 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 as unpatentable as shown by 
Motojima et al. See Figure 5. The "interference filter" insofar as claimed reads on "insulating" layer 
62 and "conductive" layer 4. The "conductive portion" includes wiring 5a. 
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Claims 7, 9, 10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over Koike et al, as 
in the above rejection of claims 1, 8 and 15, further considered together v^ith Motojima et al. It 
would have been obvious to use a silicon nitride layer, as in Motojima et al (Figure 5, layer 8; column 
3), over electrodes 13 of Koike et al (Figure 2) in order to provide passivation. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103 as unpatentable over Nagasaki et al, as in the above 
rejection of claim 1, further considered together with Motojima et al. It would have been obvious 
to use a silicon nitride layer, as in Motojima et al (Figure 5, layer 8; column 3), over "conductive" 
layer 9 or 21 of Nagasaki et al (Figures 1, 3) in order to provide passivation. 

The references are all of record. 

The arguments in the response, filed 6 January 2003, have been considered but are not 
persuasive. Contrary to the response (6-12, 15), the claimed structure of the "interference filter" still 
does not distinguish over the same structure in Koike et al, Nagasaki et al and Motojima et al, which 
all disclose the claimed "conductive" layer over an "insulating" layer. Applicant's "difficulty lies in 
the breadth of the claims." In re Sovish, 226 USPQ 771, 774 (CAFC 1985). Contrary to the 
response (pages 6-7, 9, 11, 15), claims 1, 12, 17 and 27 do not preclude an optical filter in Koike et 
al. Contrary to the response (pages 6, 9, 11), Koike et al (column 4) do suggest that the electrodes 
are at a fixed potential, including ground potential. Contrary to the response (pages 8, 9, 11-12), the 
claimed ''region'' does not distinguish over region 2 of Nagasaki et al, and "conductive" layer 9 is 
over region 2 as claimed. Contrary to the response (pages 10, 12, 15), Motojima et al need not 
mention the words "interference filter", because this application is for a patent not a copyright, and 
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for the c/a/>we<i "interference filter", Motojima et al do show a "structure corresponding to M^hat is 
claimed:' In re Sovish, 226 USPQ at 774. 

Contrary to the response (pages 13-14), Baji et al, Merrill et al '683, Merrill '282 and Merrill '744 
each do show the claimed circuit of claim 19. Contrary to the response (page 13), in the circuit in 
Figure 3 of Baji et al, the drain of n-channel transistor 24 is connected to positive voltage supply 25, 
so the source of n-channel transistor 24 is connected to the cathode of photodiode 1. Note that a 
drain of a n-channel transistor perforce is connected to a positive voltage supply. Contrary to the 
response, claim 19 does not preclude transistor 2 of Baji et al, nor transistor 24 of Merrill et al '683, 
nor transistor 304 of Merrill '282, nor transistor m3 of Merrill '744. 

No claim is allowed. 

This action is FINAL. 

This action is a final rejection and is intended to close the prosecution of this application. 
Applicant's reply under 37 CFR 1.113 to this action is limited either to an appeal to the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences or to an amendment complying with the requirements set forth 
below. 

If applicant should desire to appeal any rejection made by the examiner, a Notice of Appeal 
must be filed within the period for reply identifying the rejected claim or claims appealed. The Notice 
of Appeal must be accompanied by the required appeal fee of appropriate amount 

If applicant should desire to file an amendment, entry of a proposed amendment after final 
rejection cannot be made as a matter of right unless it merely cancels claims or complies with a formal 
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requirement made earlier. Amendments touching the merits of the application which otherwise might 



not be proper may be admitted upon a showing a good and sufficient reasons why they are necessary 
and why they were not presented earlier. 

A reply under 37 CFR 1.1 13 to a final rejection must include the appeal fi-om, or cancellation 
of, each rejected claim. The filing , whichever is longer, of an amendment after final rejection, 
whether or not it is entered, does not stop the running of the statutory period for reply to the final 
rejection unless the examiner holds the claims to be in condition for allowance. Accordingly, if a 
Notice of Appeal has not been filed properly within the period for reply, or any extension of this 
period obtained under either 37 CFR 1.136(a) or (b), the application will become abandoned. 

TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy 
as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the 
date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Munson 
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